This paper continues an analysis, begun in the December 2004 issue, that employed panel data to estimate the effects of awareness and political partisanship on post-convention candidate evaluations. The derivation of a theoretical framework was discussed in Part 1 [1] . Empirical results using data from the US presidential election of 2000 are discussed in the present article. We find that partisans of the opposite party were more resistant to the convention message of Bush than Gore, that awareness played a greater role in determining a predicted post-convention change for Gore, and that Gore's message was received and accepted at a higher rate than Bush's message.
I.
EMPIRICAL RESULTS The dependent variable in the present analysis will be the post-convention feeling thermometer for both candidates and we will use the pre-convention feeling thermometer as an independent variable. Survey Respondents were asked, "On a scale of 0 to 100 how would you rate (Candidate)? Zero means very unfavorable and 100 means very favorable. Fifty means you do not feel favorable or unfavorable. If you don't know enough about the person to rate him just let me know." Thus, the feeling thermometer is a variable that goes from 0 to 100, and will be treated as an interval variable [2] .
a. Description of the Data Set
The data we will use in estimating Equation 3 of our Part 1 analysis [1] come from two panel studies from the National Annenberg Election Survey surrounding the 2000 nominating conventions. The participants in the study samples were interviewed before and after the Republican and Democratic convention.
The Republican sample contains 1,197 respondents, while the Democratic convention sample contains 1,230. However, due to the nature of the analysis, respondents who did not evaluate a candidate in both interviews were eliminated from our analysis of that specific candidate. This reduces to 1,146 and 1,154 respondents for Bush and Gore respectively for the GOP convention. For the Democratic convention, both Bush and Gore samples had 1,186 respondents both before and after the convention.
The choice independent variables in our analysis consist of two indices: awareness and ideological/partisan strength. The awareness index that we have constructed contains eight items: an interviewer evaluation of respondent knowledge, a test to see if the respondent can correctly place George W. Bush and Al Gore in the correct space along a left-right continuum, and six questions regarding candidate biographies. Zaller advocates the use of interviewer grades and tests of knowledge in order to determine the awareness of a respondent [3, pp. 337-339] . The index runs from 0 to 15 possible points. Appendix A of Grimmer [1] contains information regarding the specific questions asked and the distribution of points in the index.
The Political Predisposition and Ideological leaning index is a four-item index that attempts to measure the respondent's ideological position.
The index has a maximum value of 4 and a minimum value of -4. The party that is in convention has the positive score on our recodes. Thus, a strong Democrat in the Republican convention sample has a partisanship score of -4, while a strong Democrat in the Democratic convention sample has a partisanship score of 4. Appendix A in [1] contains the specific questions and distribution of points for this index.
Finally, we have included the amount of time spent watching the convention as an independent variable. In the GOP [i.e., the Republican] convention sample, respondents in the second wave were asked how much time they had spent watching the convention. In the Democratic convention Sample, respondents in the first wave were asked how much time they had spent watching the GOP convention, then in the second wave were asked about amount of time spent watching the Democratic convention. The variables will be included as dichotomous variables for each level of engagement with the convention.
In previous work we have shown that a continuous assumption for a noncontinuous variable hides variation regarding the effects of the independent variable on the dependent variable. Further, the coding methods of the survey make a continuous interval difficult [1] .
Descriptions of the variables that are employed in this analysis are displayed in Table 1. Tables 2 (a) and (b) display summary statistics for the Republican and Democratic Convention samples.
b. Estimation of the Model and Analysis
In order to establish patterns of candidate assessment around conventions, Graph 1 below shows the percentage of respondents that reported an intended vote for Bush or Gore in a repeated crosssectional survey conducted during the 2000 campaign [5] . During the summer of 2000 the percentage of respondents that reported an intended vote for candidates remained relatively constant, with approximately 5% more people reporting an intended vote for Bush rather than Gore. The first large jump in intended vote for a candidate occurs after the Republican convention, with 54% of respondents stating they intended to vote for Bush, compared to 40% that reported an intended vote for Al Gore. However, after the Democratic convention there is a large increase in intended vote for Gore, increasing to 50% of respondents and the total stating an intended vote for Bush decreasing 9 percentage points from the post-convention high to 45%. Both candidates received an increase in public support after their nominating conventions; however, was this same pattern reflected in the panel data? What role did awareness and partisanship play in differing evaluations of opinions?
In order to determine the effect of the nominating conventions on individual respondents' evaluations of the candidates, four models were estimated with the postconvention feeling thermometer of both Gore and Bush as dependent variables. Models 1 and 2 predict post-convention feeling thermometers after the Republican convention and Models 3 and 4 model postconvention feeling thermometers after the Democratic convention.
First, it is important to note that we have a high number of statistically insignificant variables.
However, awareness appears three times in our model, and Ideology and Partisanship appears in two variables. The inclusion of each term several times results in severe multi-collinearity.
Zaller, whose models suffer from similar statistical imprecision, argues that modern statistical theory states that standard errors and confidence intervals are less important than consistent performance over different data sets that fit within a strong theoretical framework [3, pp. 290-291] . The estimated parameters in our model ( In order to better interpret the results of my analysis, we will simulate, or replicate over varying levels of awareness, the results of the four estimated models. Our three respondents will be a strong Democrat, an Independent, and a strong Republican. The strong Democrat has a Partisan and Ideology score of 3 for the Democratic convention and -3 for the Republican convention. The Independent has a score of 0 for both conventions, while the strong Republican has a score of -3 in the Democratic convention and 3 in the Republican convention. Table 4 displays the characteristics of the respondents.
All respondents are assumed to have watched the convention for an hour. A previous feeling thermometer is not given, because we are determining predicted change, that is, which allows an estimation of change in feeling thermometer, without an assumption that there is a one-to-one relationship Table 3 . Estimation of Equation (3) in Grimmer [1] for the Post-convention Feeling Thermometer. Two-tail T-values are given in parentheses. The sign of the parameter, as predicted by the theory, is below the t-tests; * denotes 0.05 < p ≤ 0.1, ** denotes 0.01 < p ≤ 0.05, and *** denotes p ≤ 0.01.
considerations, tend to have a less favorable view of Bush after the Republican convention than Independents or Republicans. In addition, there is resistance associated with a higher level of awareness. We see that highly aware Republicans, Independents, and Democrats tend to have a lower evaluation of Bush, controlling for pre-convention feeling thermometer. However, we see that there is not a strong decrease in evaluations of Bush, and that Here, there is a partisan resistance to the message of Gore, but it is not to the same degree as the resistance to the Bush message after the Republican convention. The difference between the evaluation of Bush between strong Democrats and Republicans at an awareness level of 1 is 17.46 points, while for Gore it is only 13.068. Similarly, the difference between strong partisans at an awareness level of 14 for Bush after the Republican convention is 20.16 points and for Gore only 17.44 points. Therefore, we see that Democrats after the Republican convention were more resistant to the message of Bush than Republicans were to Gore's message after the Democratic convention.
How did the effect of awareness on post-convention feeling thermometers differ between the Republican and Democratic convention? In order to compare the impact of awareness on Post-convention feeling thermometer, we have plotted the first order From Graph 4, we see that strong partisans after the Democratic convention had a much quicker, and therefore steeper, rate of change with regards to awareness.
What does this imply? A steeper rate of change after the Democratic convention suggests that increasingly low levels of awareness, holding included variables constant, would result in a higher post-convention evaluation of Gore, due to the intersection of the strong pro-Gore message from the convention. However, higher levels of awareness are associated with a fairly rapid decrease in evaluations of Gore, holding pre-convention considerations constant.
A similar phenomenon occurs among evaluations of Bush after the Republican convention; however, the slope is less steep. Awareness played a greater role in determining post-convention response for respondents after the Democratic convention than after the Republican convention.
After the Republican convention respondents showed a greater degree of partisan resistance when evaluating Bush and that awareness played a greater role among respondents after the Democratic convention when evaluating Gore. However, controlling for pre-convention considerations, who received the better evaluations?
In order to answer this question, we subtracted the post-convention ranking of Gore from the post-convention ranking of Bush. To see how the messages performed among equivalent groups, we subtracted Strong Democrats after the Democratic convention evaluating Gore from the response of strong Republicans evaluating Bush after the Republican convention.
Similarly, we subtracted independents in both samples and strong Republicans after the Democratic convention from strong Democrats after the Republican convention. Thus, in Graph 5 below we can see how the candidates fared with same party, independents, and out of party evaluators, by awareness level.
Graph 5 shows that Bush performs better with individuals with a lower awareness level, holding previous feeling thermometer scores constant.
However, among those of higher awareness levels, Gore has a higher evaluation. This fact becomes more striking when we consider that 90% of the sample has an awareness level greater than or equal to 5. Therefore, Gore was able to receive a relatively higher evaluation than Bush among the majority of the respondents. This may explain why Gore's post-convention bounce was larger than Bush's at the aggregate level: his message was more attractive to moderate to highly aware respondents, across each partisan group. What happens to evaluations of candidates when the opposing candidate is in convention? Model 2 is an estimation of equation 3 [4] among respondents evaluating Gore after the Republican convention, and Model 4 is estimated on respondents evaluating Bush after the Democratic convention. From the theory, we expect that as awareness increases, there should be a polarization among strong partisans. Strong Partisans who are highly aware will evaluate their own candidate highly after a convention, given their ability to situate the message of the opposing convention within the context of their considerations. Further, Strong Partisans whose candidate is in convention should evaluate the opposing candidate quite low and we may see that as highly aware respondents acquire more information, they will be likely to internalize negative considerations regarding the opposing candidates.
Differences in Evaluation
Graphs 6 and 7 represent simulations with the same respondent groups in Table 4 . First, there is a high degree of polarization between Republicans and Democrats in both graphs, as predicted by the theory. Secondly, we note that Partisanship played a key role in determining the post-convention evaluations of both candidates. For Gore after the Republican convention, as awareness increased among Strong Republicans, the predicted change in feeling thermometer monotonically decreased. However, strong Democrats have a predicted higher evaluation over previous feeling thermometer evaluation that is monotonically increasing.
Republican evaluations of Bush after the Democratic convention also exhibit the monotonic increase.
However, strong Democratic partisans exhibit a slight non-monotonic evaluation over Bush, with those of a middle awareness ranking him higher. Therefore, the key determinant of the post-convention evaluation of the candidate not in convention is the partisanship of the respondent, with awareness levels causing a polarization effect.
II. CONCLUSIONS
In this paper, we have shown that there was greater partisan resistance to the message of Bush after the Republican convention and that awareness caused a greater non-monotonic "bend" in the predicted feeling thermometer for Gore, holding the previous feeling thermometer constant, after the Democratic convention. Further, Gore's message was better received than Bush's, with those with awareness levels from 5 to 14 having a higher predicted post-convention feeling thermometer. When a candidate is not in convention we see that the strong partisans are polarized, and that this partisanship plays the greatest role in determining how the predicted post-convention feeling thermometer appears in the simulation. What are the implications of these conclusions?
First, from an historical perspective, we see that the aggregate level increase in support that Gore received after the Democratic convention is reflected in micro-level data from the nominating convention and that Gore's "bounce" after the Democratic convention was in fact stronger than the bounce that Bush received after the Republican convention. On a theoretical level we see that characteristics of respondents play a crucial role in the determination of post-convention evaluation. These characteristics interact to form the non-monotonic relationships seen in the analysis above. Therefore, those most likely to have a higher post-convention feeling thermometer ranking, holding previous feeling thermometer constant, are those with a mid-range of awareness, when analyzing evaluations for the candidate in convention. This offers empirical support for the application of the reception-acceptance model towards campaign conventions.
A primary concern has been the statistical imprecision of our model. However, as noted above, modern statistical theories show that the failure to reject a null hypothesis does not mean that an included variable is insignificant to the model: it is also important to situate the model in strong theoretical setting. Future research could offer varying constraints on equation 3 [1] that would limit the multi-collinearity in the model, eliminating some of the statistical imprecision.
The functional form in our analysis could also be critiqued. While we were able to capture the non-monotonic nature of opinion change over previous feeling thermometers, we were unable to bound the function, and therefore, there is the possibility that a predicted feeling thermometer might be out of range. Our model also suffers from simultaneous equation bias, with pre-convention feeling thermometer, itself a dependent variable, included in my model as an independent variable. Future versions of this paper will implement instrumental variable techniques to remove this bias. Further, our simplifying assumption of only one message during a convention should be revisited. It is possible that there are countervalent messages during a convention and that these could lead to a different functional form for estimation.
The interpretation of the data could be altered. Is the presidential nominating convention a prominent enough event that individuals will begin to keep an on-line tally of both candidates?
If so, then the application of Zaller's functional form, and the interpretation after should be altered to create an on-line model. Future work could explore the possibility of employing an online model and the functional form that the on-line model's assumptions would imply [3] .
